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A B S T R A C T

Medical image segmentation remains a formidable challenge due to the label scarcity.
Pre-training Vision Transformer (ViT) through masked image modeling (MIM) on large-
scale unlabeled medical datasets presents a promising solution, providing both compu-
tational efficiency and model generalization for various downstream tasks. However,
current ViT-based MIM pre-training frameworks predominantly emphasize local aggre-
gation representations in output layers and fail to exploit the rich representations across
different ViT layers that better capture fine-grained semantic information needed for more
precise medical downstream tasks. To fill the above gap, we hereby present Hierarchical
Encoder-driven MAE (Hi-End-MAE), a simple yet effective ViT-based pre-training so-
lution, which centers on two key innovations: (1) Encoder-driven reconstruction, which
encourages the encoder to learn more informative features to guide the reconstruction of
masked patches; and (2) Hierarchical dense decoding, which implements a hierarchical
decoding structure to capture rich representations across different layers. We pre-train
Hi-End-MAE on a large-scale dataset of 10K CT scans and evaluated its performance
across seven public medical image segmentation benchmarks. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that Hi-End-MAE achieves superior transfer learning capabilities across
various downstream tasks, revealing the potential of ViT in medical imaging applications.
The code is available at: https://github.com/FengheTan9/Hi-End-MAE.

© 2025 Elsevier B. V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Deep learning demonstrates remarkable advancements in med-
ical image analysis (Zhou et al., 2023c); however, it’s signifi-
cantly hindered by the labor-intensive and time-consuming anno-
tations by clinicians and experts (Zhang et al., 2023). Especially
in 3D medical image segmentation, the limited annotated data

∗Corresponding authors: skevinzhou@ustc.edu.cn (S Kevin Zhou) and
jzh0103@ustc.edu.cn (Z.H. Jiang).

presents significant challenges for medical tasks (Taleb et al.,
2020; Ma et al., 2021b; Luo et al., 2022). To alleviate this bur-
den, a branch of self-supervised learning (SSL) methods are
developed to pre-train the vision encoder on massive unlabeled
data using proxy tasks (Chen et al., 2020; He et al., 2020a; Caron
et al., 2021; He et al., 2022) and transfer it to downstream tasks.
This paradigm presents a promising solution in label-efficient
learning (Zhou et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2024; Tang et al., 2024).

Nevertheless, given the constraints of computational resources
and increase in the amount of unlabeled medical data, pre-
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Fig. 1: Decoder-driven vs. encoder-driven reconstruction. Conventional MAE is based on (a) decoder-driven reconstruction and Hi-End-MAE is based on (b)
encoder-driven reconstruction. The slice-based (the first row) and volume-based (the second row) attention maps for query patches (red box) on different anatomical
structures in the last layer of ViT, pre-trained by MAE and Hi-End-MAE, are visualized. The attention maps of MAE tend to attention on limited local contexts while
those of Hi-End-MAE tend to be of more complete anatomical contexts, which are more instrumental to medical image segmentation.
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Fig. 2: Performance comparisons against well-known medical self-supervised
learning method using different pre-training data scales. Top figure represents the
results fine-tuned by 10% proportion of data, while the bottom figure represents
fine-tuning with only one single 3D volume (one-shot).

training on large-scale 3D medical datasets poses significant
challenges. This limitation has driven the need for resource-
efficient and performance-scaling pre-training frameworks. In
this context, a representative Masked Image Modeling (MIM)
technique, Masked Autoencoder (MAE) (He et al., 2022), has
emerged as a promising solution, which pre-trains Vision Trans-
former (ViT) (Dosovitskiy, 2020) by handling only a small
subset of visible patches. This computationally efficient ap-
proach offers significant advantages for pre-training on large-
scale 3D medical datasets (Chen et al., 2023a). However, the
MAE framework imposes architectural constraints, requiring
implementation through token-independent vanilla ViT architec-
tures to boost pre-training efficiency. Compelling evidence from
medical segmentation benchmarks reveals a fundamental limita-
tion: segmentation networks built upon vanilla ViT backbones
exhibit inferior performance compared to convolutional neural
network (Ronneberger et al., 2015; Roy et al., 2023) or hybrid
network (Tang et al., 2024). This performance gap originates
from ViT’s intrinsic lack of spatial inductive biases —— a criti-

cal shortcoming that becomes acutely detrimental when trained
from scratch with limited annotated datasets (Hatamizadeh et al.,
2022; Tang et al., 2022; Ronneberger et al., 2015; Roy et al.,
2023; Tang et al., 2024). These factors lock the potential of ViT
in medical image analysis.

The success of pre-trained Vision Transformer (ViT) in nat-
ural image processing (Caron et al., 2021; He et al., 2022) has
motivated us to investigate its potential in medical vision tasks.
Recent study reveal that masked image modeling (MIM) is inher-
ently suited for low-level tasks as it effectively learns localized
attention patterns that compensate for the limited inductive bias
in ViT (Zhang et al., 2022a). Crucially, while pre-trained ViTs
exhibit remarkable few-shot learning capabilities in natural im-
age (Caron et al., 2021; He et al., 2022; Xie et al., 2022b; Bao
et al., 2021), this generalization capacity remains underexplored
in medical domains, which is essential for tackling segmentation
tasks with label-scarcity.

Most advanced MIM methods designed for ViT, such as MAE,
are tailored for natural images (He et al., 2022; Zhou et al.,
2023b; Chen et al., 2024a; Dong et al., 2023; Xie et al., 2022b),
where separate encoder and decoder are employed for represen-
tation and reconstruction. We categorize this series of methods
as decoder-driven reconstruction (Fig. 1 (a)). Although this ap-
proach partially liberates the encoder’s representational capacity,
the decoder still plays a crucial role in the reconstruction (Chen
et al., 2024a), thus it does not perform well enough in medi-
cal image pre-training. As shown in Fig. 1, when visualizing
the attention map at anatomies, we observe that MAE’s local
query attention demonstrates limited adaptability across diverse
anatomical contexts (e.g., limited tubular and clustered atten-
tion patterns). We believe that this limitation likely stems from
the MAE’s architectural constraints in capturing hierarchical
medical semantics; specifically, they fail to adequately leverage
high-quality, rich representations across ViT’s different layers
during pre-training (shown in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7). Unlike con-
ventional medical architectures (e.g., U-Net (Ronneberger et al.,
2015) and its variants (Roy et al., 2023; Hatamizadeh et al.,
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2022; Tang et al., 2022)) that systematically leverage multi-scale
feature learning through dense skip-connections, ViT implemen-
tations under typical MIM frameworks tend to prioritize local
aggregation representation in the output layer, which might miss
the potential gain brought by different layer rich anatomical
structure information gains (shown in Fig. 5).

Based on the above limitation, a natural insight arises: Is it
possible to introduce efficient hierarchical local representation
learning in MIM by solving proxy reconstruction tasks? Differ-
ent from the previous decoder-driven reconstruction, we try to
introduce a simple yet effective Hierarchical Encoder-driven
dense-decoding architecture (Hi-End-MAE) to solve this prob-
lem (shown in Fig. 1 (b)). There are two key innovative ideas
behind Hi-End-MAE: (i) Encoder-driven reconstruction: uti-
lizing decoder tokens to query visible encoded representations
efficiently. The attention-weighted value further reconstructs
the masked patches. This mechanism reduces the role of the de-
coder for reconstruction and directly establishes the relationship
between representation quality and reconstruction ability, which
makes the encoder learn stronger representation (encoder token
values in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7). (ii) Hierarchical dense decoding:
performing densely bottom-up hierarchical decoding to learn
more informative anatomical patterns between different layers.
During bottom-up encoder-driven dense decoding, Hi-End-MAE
progressively reduces the decoder’s workload, which compels
the encoder to learn informative, hierarchical representations to
compensate for decoding information loss.

Compared to other medical SSL methods, our Hi-End-MAE
not only learns higher-quality local representations, compen-
sating the inherent inductive bias limitations of ViT, but also
captures localized anatomical patterns across different layers,
which are crucial for medical imaging tasks and friendly for up-
downstream alignment. Furthermore, by using visible encoder
tokens for decoding, our Hi-End-MAE is faster and stronger
than MAE, making it well-suited for large-scale datasets pre-
training. Through an extensive empirical evaluation across seven
downstream medical datasets, we demonstrate that:

• Encoder-driven reconstruction in Hi-End-MAE could learn
strong representations by solving proxy reconstruction
tasks (Fig. 3), which outperforms other well-known medi-
cal SSL methods in one-shot segmentation tasks across six
medical datasets (Fig. 2 (top) and Table 2) and different
proportion fine-tuning on three medical datasets (Fig. 2
(bottom) and Table 3).

• Benefiting from hierarchical dense decoding, Hi-End-MAE
learns richer localized anatomical representations across
different layers than MAE (Fig. 6 and Fig. 7). Token-query-
based attention map visualization also reveals that Hi-End-
MAE could learn strong local patterns on specific organs,
such as tubular attention and clustered attention (Fig. 1).

• Hi-End-MAE is also generalizable and efficient. The ro-
bust local patterns learned by Hi-End-MAE can effectively
generalize to other modalities, such as MRI (Table 4). Ad-
ditionally, thanks to encoder-driven reconstruction, Hi-End-
MAE requires less computational cost than MAE (Table 6
and Table 7). This reduction in computation is linearly

related to the mask ratio, which greatly reduces the compu-
tational cost of large-scale 3D medical image pre-training
while achieving powerful medical representations.

2. Related Works

2.1. Masked image modeling

Driven by BERT (Bao et al., 2021), masked image modeling
(MIM) aims to remove or corrupt portions of the visual input
and learn to predict the corrupted ones (Pathak et al., 2016;
Xie et al., 2022b; He et al., 2022; Tian et al., 2023; Assran
et al., 2022b; Chen et al., 2024a; Dong et al., 2023). These
approaches have been studied to reveal their ability to learn local
attention patterns (Zhang et al., 2022a) and demonstrate better
transferability to downstream tasks, such as segmentation and
detection (He et al., 2022; Xie et al., 2022b; Chen et al., 2024b;
Tian et al., 2023; Tang et al., 2024). The most representative of
these methods is Masked Autoencoders (MAE) (He et al., 2022),
which achieves efficient pre-training by dropping masked tokens.
Although MAE uses an asymmetric design for reconstruction,
the decoder still plays a significant role in reconstruction, lim-
iting the quality of representation learning (Chen et al., 2024a).
Despite recent efforts (Chen et al., 2024a; Dong et al., 2023)
to address this issue, they overlook the importance of different
layer informative anatomical representation learning in visual
pre-training tasks (Tian et al., 2023; Tang et al., 2024) and strug-
gle to balance both efficiency and representational capability.

Given the importance of enhancing localized anatomical rep-
resentation learning, the core idea of our approach is integrating
hierarchical encoder-driven reconstruction into the decoding
process, reducing the decoder’s workload in reconstruction to
compel the encoder to assume a greater role in the reconstruction
task.

2.2. Self-supervised learning for medical imaging.

Due to the scarcity of labeled medical images, self-supervised
learning for medical images is a promising task (Li et al.,
2023). Existing medical SSL methods are mainly based on
contrastive learning, conducted with strong data augmentation
e.g., rotate (Tang et al., 2022; Tao et al., 2020) and multi-view
crops (Zhou et al., 2023a; Xie et al., 2022a; Wu et al., 2024; He
et al., 2023; Goncharov et al., 2023). However, most of these
learn modality-specific high-level semantic representations (As-
sran et al., 2022b), which introduce strong biases in downstream
tasks with different data distributions (Zhang et al., 2023; Assran
et al., 2022a). In contrast, introducing MIM methods in medi-
cal image pre-training (Chen et al., 2023a; Zhou et al., 2023b;
Tang et al., 2024) presents a promising avenue for addressing the
above challenges (Li et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023a). However,
most of these methods rarely prioritize the learning of anatom-
ical semantics and downstream adaptation, both of which are
crucial for medical visual tasks.

In this paper, we propose a simple yet effective MIM method.
Unlike previous works, we emphasize the importance of en-
hancing the encoder’s localized anatomical representation learn-
ing and downstream adaptability. By leveraging the encoder’s
localized anatomical representations for dense decoding, our
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Fig. 3: The overall framework of Hi-End-MAE. The Encoder-driven Dense Decoding architecture uses encoder representations to guide the decoder bottom-up
dense reconstruction. The encoder (blue) is a Vision Transformer (ViT), which only processes the visible patches (blue cube). The decoder (green) incorporates a
cross-attention mechanism, feeding in a full set of token i.e. visible token (grey cube) and learnable masked token (mosaic cube) to query the encoder representation
(blue arrow) for encoder-driven reconstruction.

approach not only minimizes the role of the decoder in recon-
struction, unleashing the potential of the encoder in medical
visual learning, but also enables seamless adaptation of the en-
coder to downstream tasks.

3. Methodology

The overall framework of Hi-End-MAE is illustrated in Fig. 3,
which consists of two components: The encoder for localized
anatomical representation across different layers and the hierar-
chical encoder-driven dense decoder for reconstruction.

3.1. Masked encoding

Tokenify and masking. We first tokenize the input 3D vol-
ume x ∈ RH×W×D into a sequence of N volume patch tokens
{xi}

N
i=1 xi ∈ RT×P3

, where P is patch size, T = HWD/P3 is num-
ber of tokens. Following the MAE (He et al., 2022), we mask out
a large ratio (γ) of patches and feed the visible patches

{
xv

j

}(1−γ)·N
j=1

into the encoder.
Masked encoding. The encoder F maps the visible patches
xv to multi-layer embedding features

{
Zv

l

}L
l=1

. We use ViT to
form our encoder, which consists of L Transformer layers. It
first embeds the visible tokens xv by linear projection as token
embeddings and adds the 3D positional embeddings followed
by (Zhou et al., 2023b).

3.2. Hierarchical encoder-driven dense decoding

Unlike previous methods (He et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2023b;
Chen et al., 2024a), our proposed Hi-End-MAE fully utilizes en-
coder representations to guide the decoder for bottom-up dense
reconstruction. The decoderD consists of a self-attention block
and B cross-attention blocks, which map the mask query token to
the pixel space. We feed a full set of tokens XD =

{
xDi
}N
i=1

, con-
sisting of last layer encoder tokens and learnable mask tokens
with adding decoding position embeddings, into the decoder.
Before encoder-driven reconstruction, we employ a few self-
attention layers for early decoding adaption.

Encoder-driven reconstruction. To enable encoder-guided re-
construction which further enhances the encoder representation
capacity, we introduce the cross-attention mechanism into the
decoding process. Specifically, the decoding tokens (QD) query
visible encoder representations (VF ) (blue arrow in Fig. 3), and
then the queried values (OD) (grey and mosaic cube in Fig. 3)
are used for the next stage decoding. Under encoder-driven re-
construction, the reconstruction quality directly depends on the
encoder representation quality (V). This operation compels the
encoder to learn stronger representations to compensate for the
loss of reconstruction information. It can be represented as:

Attention = Softmax(
QKT

√
dk

)V (1)

X̌D = Attention(QD,KD,VD) + XD (2)

XF 2D = Attention(Q̌D,KF ,VF ) + X̌D (3)

OD = FeedForward(XF 2D) + XF 2D (4)

where the Eqs. (2) and (3) represent self-attention and cross-
attention, respectively. QD, KD, VD and Q̌D are linear projection
from XD and X̌D, respectively. Key (KF ) and value (VF ) in
Equ.3 are linear projection from Zv. OD is the output queries. dk

is the feature dimension of K.
Hierarchical dense decoding. Considering the importance of
localized anatomical representations across different layer for
medical segmentation tasks, we introduce hierarchical bottom-
up dense decoding. Specifically, in the bottom-up decoding
process, the decoding at different stages queries the correspond-
ing encoding representation (blue arrow in Fig. 3). It can be
represented as:

Xb,l
F 2D = Attention(Q̌b

D,K
l
F
,V l
F

) + X̌b
D (5)

where the X̌b
D
, b ∈ {1, 2, .., B} is the b-th stage decoding token.

Q̌b
D

is query token linear projected from X̌b
D

. Kl
F

and V l
F

are lin-
ear projected by the correspond l-th layer encoder feature. Given
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that dense decoding is a bottom-up decreasing information pro-
cess, the closer to the output, the less representation information
is supported by the encoder feature values (lighter arrow col-
ors indicating weaker representations in Fig. 3), which compels
the encoder to learn stronger and richer localized anatomical
representations.
Reconstruction and loss. Followed by MAE (He et al., 2022;
Zhou et al., 2023b), we use a linear projection layer for the final
reconstruction and optimize a mean square error loss (L2) for
masked region reconstruction.
Quantitative evaluation of encoder representation. Followed
previous works (Zhang et al., 2022b; Park et al., 2024; Zhang
et al.), we use singular values and effective rank (Roy and Vet-
terli, 2007) to quantify our encoder representation ability.

Given the matirx A ∈ Rm×n and its singular values {σi}
min(m,n)
i=1 ,

the effective rank ρ(A) is defined as:

ρ(A) = −
min(m,n)∑

i=1

σ̄ilog(σ̄i) (6)

where σ̄i = σi/
∑

k σi is i-th normalized singular value. In
this paper, matrix A represents the attention values (V) of each
encoder layer.
Computational complexity of encoder-driven reconstruction.
Conventional decoder-driven reconstruction methods perform
self-attention over the full set of N tokens, resulting in quadratic
complexity O(N2dk), where N is the total number of tokens and
dk denotes the feature dimension. On the contrary, our proposed
decoder-driven reconstruction could further reduce complexity
by querying only visible encoded tokens. Specifically, only visi-
ble encoder tokens as Key (KF ) and Value (VF ) are participated
in calculation, with the preserved token count M = N · (1 − γ),
where γ ∈ (0, 1) is the masking ratio. This reduces the complex-
ity of computing the attention similarity matrix from O(N2dk) to
O(NMdk) = O(N2(1 − γ)dk). For an encoder-driven reconstruc-
tion layer, the total complexity is given as:

Ototal = O(N2(1 − γ)dk) + O(Nd2
k ). (7)

Note that the first term in Eq. (7) is dominant. In our experiment,
we set γ = 0.75, which means significant saving in computation
in practice.

4. Experiments

4.1. Datasets
Pre-training datasets. As shown in Table 1, a total of 13 public
CT datasets, consisting of 9995 (≈10k) CT scans, are curated
to form our pre-training dataset, including BTCV (Landman
et al., 2015), Sliver07 (Heimann et al., 2009), CT-ORG (Ris-
ter et al., 2020), FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023), CHAOS (Kavur
et al., 2021), NaH-Seg (Podobnik et al., 2023), KiPA22 (He
et al., 2021, 2020b; Shao et al., 2011, 2012), COVID-19 (Ma
et al., 2021a), Pancreas-CT (Roth et al., 2016), LiTS (Bilic et al.,
2023), AbdomenCT-1k (Ma et al., 2021b), LUNA16 (Setio et al.,
2017), and AbdomenAtlasMini 1.0 (Li et al., 2024). Existing
annotations or labels are not utilized from these datasets dur-
ing pre-training. The pre-train datasets are interpolated to the

Table 1: Overview of pre-train and downstream dataset.

Dataset # of volumes Pre-train Downstream
BTCV 50 ✓ ✓
Sliver07 20 ✓ ✓
CT-ORG 140 ✓ ✓
FLARE’22 2300 ✓ ✓
CHAOS 40 ✓
HaN-Seg 42 ✓
KiPA22 70 ✓
COVID-19 10 ✓
Pancreas-CT 82 ✓
LiTS 134 ✓
AbdomenCT-1k 1062 ✓
LUNA16 888 ✓
AbdomenAtlas 1.0 5195 ✓
WORD 150 ✓
AMOS 600 ✓
BraTS 21 1200 ✓

isotropic voxel spacing of 1.5 mm. Intensities are scaled to
[−175, 250], then normalized to [0, 1]. We crop sub-volumes
of 96 × 96 × 96 voxels as input. Details are provided in the
Appendix.
Downstream datasets. To evaluate the effectiveness of our
method, we conduct downstream experiments on seven pub-
lic datasets for medical image segmentation (Lay et al., 2013),
e.g., BTCV (Landman et al., 2015), CT-ORG (Rister et al.,
2020), Sliver07 (Heimann et al., 2009), WORD (Luo et al.,
2022), AMOS (Ji et al., 2022), FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023) and
BraTS21 (Baid et al., 2021). To better assess the representa-
tion capacity of the pre-trained model, we employ the first six
datasets for one-shot segmentation tasks. Additionally, follow-
ing previous works (Huang et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2022; Gowda
and Clifton, 2024; Isensee et al., 2024), we selected AMOS (Ji
et al., 2022), FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023) and BTCV (Landman
et al., 2015) datasets with official training-validation split for
downstream experiments with 1%, 10% and 100% data pro-
portions. To assess the model’s cross-modality generalization
capability, we transfer the pre-trained model from the CT do-
main to the MRI (i.e. adapt in BraTS 21 (Baid et al., 2021))
for further evaluation. We adopt consistent settings as previous
works (Hatamizadeh et al., 2022; Tang et al., 2022; Wu et al.,
2024). More pre-training details are provided in the Appendix.

4.2. Implementation details

Experiment settings. Following previous works (Zhou et al.,
2023b; Chen et al., 2023b; Tang et al., 2024), we adopt UN-
ETR (Hatamizadeh et al., 2022) as the downstream networks. To
achieve upstream-downstream alignment, we set three decoding
stages, corresponding to the encoder representations at layers
3-th, 6-th, and 9-th, e.g. same skip-connection layers in UNETR,
to guide decoder reconstruction. For pre-training tasks, we train
with the AdamW optimizer, an initial learning rate of 1e-4, and a
cosine-annealing scheduler for all experiments. The pre-training
experiments use a batch size of 192 and train the model for
400K steps. For fair downstream comparisons, detailed training
hyper-parameters settings for fine-tuning and inference are the
same as previous works (Hatamizadeh et al., 2022; Tang et al.,
2022; Wu et al., 2024; Tang et al., 2024). Details are provided
in the Appendix.



6 F. Tang et al. /Medical Image Analysis (2025)

Table 2: Comparison of different methods for one-shot segmentation on BTCV, CT-ORG, Sliver07, WORD, AMOS and FLARE’22. val (bold) / val (underline) : top
method / second method. † denotes we utilize official pre-training weights.

Pretrain Method # Volume Dataset (DSC %) AvgMethod Network BTCV CT-ORG Sliver07 WORD AMOS FLARE’22
Training from scratch

- UNETR WACV’22 24.27 49.08 80.87 30.89 10.06 26.30 36.91
- SwinUNETR CVPR’22 27.71 55.28 80.91 43.68 9.59 35.89 42.17
General self-supervised methods
SparK MedNeXt ICLR’23 30.69 62.24 84.89 50.64 13.34 36.48 46.37
MAE UNETR CVPR’22 62.04 69.75 78.02 69.06 38.05 62.35 63.21
Medical self-supervised methods
MG† 3D U-Net MICCAI’20 29.27 51.12 67.40 27.95 11.67 27.30 35.78
TransVW† 3D U-Net TMI’21 5.63 34.74 75.77 7.23 3.66 4.81 21.97
UniMiSS† MiT ECCV’22 32.95 60.24 75.96 23.03 13.46 24.92 38.42
SUP† SwinUNETR CVPR’22 28.75 56.72 78.99 46.95 9.94 33.72 42.51
PRLv2† 3D U-Net TPAMI’23 24.01 55.86 83.35 31.69 11.54 27.71 39.02
GVSL† 3D U-Net CVPR’23 24.86 54.57 60.53 37.87 10.84 26.33 35.83
vox2vec† 3D U-Net MICCAI’23 35.29 62.91 72.94 49.37 13.44 34.11 44.67
HySparK† MedNeXt + ViT MICCAI’24 35.81 60.83 80.61 53.27 15.31 37.54 47.22
VoCo† SwinUNETR CVPR’24 63.33 65.12 87.43 64.24 38.80 57.66 62.76
Hi-End-MAE UNETR ours 69.59 71.09 91.88 73.52 46.21 63.22 69.25

Lun Liv Kid Vein Aor Int Spl IVC Sto Duo Pan Pro/ute ADR Rec Gall Eso Avg

MG

UniMiSS

SUP

HySparK

VoCo

Hi-End-MAE

68.32 71.99 46.95 33.68 53.03 32.39 28.64 31.53 14.76 0.00 14.47 0.00 7.56 0.00 9.85 11.00 26.51

89.14 76.96 34.38 37.77 53.13 22.64 28.80 25.77 20.16 0.00 8.42 9.55 3.40 3.91 8.64 14.28 27.31

81.92 76.85 42.67 35.69 56.58 38.69 29.26 27.85 36.04 38.41 14.91 21.31 10.14 9.98 20.22 6.99 34.22

92.66 80.41 47.00 40.88 64.17 41.27 35.96 32.82 40.06 30.30 20.09 29.05 16.27 13.47 25.13 12.63 38.88

85.67 89.64 71.17 74.95 65.90 75.64 67.81 55.75 45.10 31.37 45.65 49.55 29.84 34.83 38.84 15.92 54.85
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Fig. 4: Comparative analysis one-shot segmentation results across 16 targets in terms of DSC (%) performance. The abbreviations Lun, Liv, Kid, Vein, Aor, Int, Spl,
IVC, Sto, Duo, Pan, Pro/ute, ADR, Rec, Gall and Eso correspond to Lung, Liver, Kidney, Veins, Aorta, Intestine, Spleen, Inferior Vena Cava, Stomach, Duodenum,
Pancreas, Prostate/Uterus, Adrenal Gland, Rectum, Gallbladder and Esophagus, respectively.

Comparison methods. We select both general and medical
self-supervised methods for a comprehensive comparison. First,
we pre-train and compare with the well-known MIM method
MAE (He et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2023b) and SparK (Tian et al.,
2023) with the same experiment settings. In addition, we choose
nine advanced and well-known medical self-supervised methods:
Models Genesis (MG) (Zhou et al., 2021), TransVW (Haghighi
et al., 2021), UniMiSS (Xie et al., 2022a), Swin UNETR Pre-
trained method (SUP) (Tang et al., 2022), PRLv2 (Zhou et al.,
2023a), GVSL (He et al., 2023), vox2vec (Goncharov et al.,
2023), HySparK (Tang et al., 2024) and VoCo1 (Wu et al., 2024).
To ensure a fair comparison, we load the official pre-trained
weights for all medical SSL methods before fine-tuning.

4.3. Experiments on downstream tasks

Overall one-shot medical segmentation. We first conduct one-
shot segmentation on six datasets, as shown in Table 2. Our
method substantially outperforms both general and medical self-
supervised approaches, achieving a DSC score of 69.25%, at

1official 10K ct-scan pre-training weights

least 6.04% higher than all compared methods. The Hi-End-
MAE pre-training yields a 32.34% improvement over training
from scratch. Compared to the recent contrastive-based method
VoCo (Wu et al., 2024), which uses similarly-sized pre-training
datasets (10k), Hi-End-MAE shows consistent improvements of
6.26%, 5.97%, 4.45%, and 5.56% on BTCV (Landman et al.,
2015), CT-ORG (Rister et al., 2020), Sliver07 (Heimann et al.,
2009), and FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023), respectively. Notably,
on datasets unseen during pre-training, e.g., WORD (Luo et al.,
2022) and AMOS (Ji et al., 2022), our method demonstrates
promising performance, higher than VoCo with DSC of 9.28%
and 7.41%, respectively. Additionally, it can be observed that
apart from our method, which achieves a new state-of-the-art
(SOTA) of 69.25%, another ViT pre-trained with MIM also
demonstrates notable generalization benefits, with MAE achiev-
ing 63.21%.
Target-specific analysis and visualization. To comprehensively
evaluate the advantages of Hi-End-MAE across different seg-
mentation targets, we investigate the one-shot segmentation se-
mantics results on six datasets. Comparative results are partially
shown in Fig.4. Hi-End-MAE achieves optimal results for most
organs. Compared to the recent SOTA method VoCo (Wu et al.,
2024), Hi-End-MAE shows significant improvements across
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Table 3: Comparison of different methods with different proportions on AMOS (Ji et al., 2022), FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023) and BTCV (Landman et al., 2015). We
report the DSC (%) performance. val (bold) / val (underline) : top method / second method. † denotes we utilize official pre-training weights. ‡ denotes the results are
copied from (Wu et al., 2024).

Pretrain Method # Volume AMOS FLARE’22 BTCV Avg
1% 10% 100% Avg 1% 10% 100% Avg 1% 10% 100%‡ Avg

Training from scratch
UNETR WACV’22 23.67 60.06 77.02 57.45 22.47 56.46 70.81 49.91 28.05 42.85 79.82 50.24 52.53
SwinUNETR CVPR’22 28.94 63.45 82.51 58.30 35.89 63.38 75.38 58.21 27.71 51.33 80.53 53.19 56.56
General self-supervised methods
SparK ICLR’23 36.14 71.68 84.07 63.96 36.48 71.74 80.67 62.96 30.69 51.26 - - -
MAE CVPR’22 54.67 72.94 83.61 70.40 62.35 77.01 82.56 73.97 62.04 75.01 - - -
Medical self-supervised methods
MG† MICCAI’20 25.72 46.94 62.99 45.21 27.30 48.18 57.33 44.27 29.27 38.04 81.45 49.58 56.97
TransVW† TMI’21 18.72 66.91 82.58 56.06 4.81 62.07 75.78 47.55 5.63 8.42 - - -
UniMiSS† ECCV’22 29.49 66.34 79.92 58.58 24.92 60.99 74.71 53.54 32.95 47.08 - - -
SUP† CVPR’22 25.60 64.95 82.45 57.66 33.72 60.35 74.96 56.34 28.75 49.67 81.54 53.32 55.77
PRLv2† TPAMI’23 21.07 39.07 54.14 38.09 27.71 42.97 54.29 41.65 24.01 30.48 81.74 45.41 41.71
GVSL† CVPR’23 24.25 63.45 81.38 56.35 26.33 59.54 73.27 53.04 24.86 41.79 81.87 49.50 52.96
vox2vec† MICCAI’23 32.76 62.30 74.78 56.61 34.11 61.99 70.33 55.47 35.29 51.77 - - -
HySparK† MICCAI’24 34.50 64.32 85.58 61.46 37.54 73.60 82.35 64.49 35.81 51.54 - - -
VoCo† CVPR’24 55.81 73.34 84.44 71.19 57.66 78.84 83.12 73.20 63.33 77.85 83.85 75.01 73.13
Hi-End-MAE ours 60.35 75.84 84.98 73.72 63.22 80.58 84.20 76.00 69.59 78.56 84.53 77.56 75.72

Table 4: Experimental one-shot results on BRATS 21 (Baid et al., 2021). TC, WT,
and ET denote the tumor core, whole tumor, and enhancing tumor, respectively.
val (bold) / val (underline) : top method / second method. † denotes we utilize
official pre-training weights.

Pretrain Method # Backbone TC WT ET Avg
Training from scratch

- UNETR 49.72 54.82 56.27 53.60
- SwinUNETR 50.44 57.81 59.60 55.95

General self-supervised methods
MAE UNETR 34.54 45.51 39.24 39.76
SparK MedNeXt 44.04 65.52 44.90 51.49

Medical self-supervised methods
MG† 3D U-Net 28.25 34.08 33.52 31.95
UniMiSS† MiT 6.20 17.56 23.94 15.90
SUP† SwinUNETR 49.96 53.51 56.65 53.37
GVSL† 3D U-Net 54.11 73.04 53.45 60.20
vox2vec† 3D U-Net 23.93 33.33 21.97 26.41
HySparK† MedNeXt + ViT 40.05 44.36 46.98 43.79
VoCo† SwinUNETR 40.76 53.12 55.41 49.76
Hi-End-MAE UNETR 55.35 68.25 67.46 61.45

organs of different scales, e.g., with enhancements of 28.91%,
10.48%, 10.26%, and 11.40% for the duodenum, pancreas, lung,
and inferior vena cava, respectively. This indicates that Hi-End-
MAE encourages the encoder to learn strong and rich localized
anatomical representations. Additionally, we visualize segmen-
tation results in Fig.8. Benefiting from high-quality localized
anatomical representations, Hi-End-MAE achieves more com-
plete and accurate segmentation results.
Comparison across various data proportions. Following pre-
vious works (Huang et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2022), we fine-tune
pre-trained models on AMOS (Ji et al., 2022), FLARE’22 (Ma
et al., 2023), and BTCV (Landman et al., 2015) using 1%, 10%,
and 100% of the dataset, as shown in the Table 3. Hi-End-MAE
achieves an average DSC score of 75.72% across various data
proportions, clearly outperforming existing methods. Notably,
our method surpasses the highest-performing compared method,
VoCo, by 2.59%. In terms of the gains from pre-training, our
backbone network UNETR achieves a substantial improvement
of 23.19% compared to training from scratch(e.g., 52.53% to
75.72%), whereas VoCo’s backbone SwinUNETR shows a gain

Table 5: The effect of mask ratios.

Mask Ratio BTCV CT-ORG Sliver07 WORD AMOS FLARE’22 Avg
75% 69.59 71.09 91.88 73.52 46.21 63.22 69.25
80% 67.52 71.68 91.25 72.86 46.10 59.39 68.13
85% 66.43 69.04 87.81 70.94 41.32 61.89 66.23
90% 64.38 69.58 85.61 71.25 41.41 62.12 65.72
95% 64.63 70.67 83.14 67.35 32.19 61.72 63.28

of 16.57% compared to training from scratch(e.g., 56.56% to
73.13%). These results prove that our improvement is consistent
across different dataset proportions.
Generalization to MRI modalities. Our results prove that
the performance gain of Hi-End-MAE is generalizable to other
modalities. As shown in Table 4, we evaluate the downstream
on a widely used MRI dataset, e.g. BraTS 21 (Baid et al., 2021).
Hi-End-MAE achieves the highest DSC score, e.g. 61.45%,
in one-shot segmentation, surpassing existing SOTA methods.
Despite the significant differences in high-level semantics be-
tween MRI and CT, this generalization ability highlights that
Hi-End-MAE effectively learns low-level representations that
are independent of high-level semantics, thereby improving its
performance across different modalities.

4.4. Analysis
Representation analysis. Following previous work (Roy and
Vetterli, 2007; Zhang et al., 2022c), we analyze representational
capability by calculating the distributions of effective ranks and
singular values (Roy and Vetterli, 2007) for the attention values
(V) across each transformer layer in both the MAE (He et al.,
2022; Zhou et al., 2023b) and Hi-End-MAE encoders. Except
for input-related shallow layers, Hi-End-MAE demonstrates a
broader range of effective ranks and higher singular values are
positively correlated with stronger representational capacity. The
results for all transformer layers are shown in Fig.6 and Fig.7. In
terms of effective rank (Fig.6), Hi-End-MAE exhibits a notable
distribution shift compared to MAE, exhibiting a broader range
of feature representations. Furthermore, Hi-End-MAE shows a
shift towards higher singular values (Fig.7), indicating a greater
presence of high-variance components, which contribute to more
detailed and diverse representations.
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Fig. 5: Visualization of attention maps in the 3th, 6th, 9th, and 12th layers of ViT-B/12(1536) for query patches (red box) on different organs, pre-trained by MAE and
Hi-End-MAE. The attention maps correspond to the same attention head in both MAE and Hi-End-MAE encoder.
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Fig. 6: Comparison effective rank (Roy and Vetterli, 2007) distribution of attention values (V) with MAE and Hi-End-MAE in ViT-B/12(1536). A rightward shift
indicates a richer effective rank, reflecting more diverse data representations and a more uniform distribution. This enables the model to capture greater information
from the feature space.
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Fig. 7: Comparison singular values distribution of attention values (V) with MAE and Hi-End-MAE in ViT-B/12(1536). A rightward shift indicates higher variance,
suggesting stronger generalization ability and more diversified data representation.
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Table 6: Evaluation of encoder-driven reconstruction against decoder-driven reconstruction. We report the DSC score (%) on three datasets with various proportions.
val (bold): top method.

Method Encoder variants Decoder FLOPS AMOS FLARE’22 BTCV Avg1% 10% 100% Avg 1% 10% 100% Avg 1% 10% 100% Avg
Decoder-driven reconstruction
MAE ViT-B/12(1536) 16.44 G 58.84 75.74 84.80 73.56 63.33 78.67 83.80 72.08 66.85 78.36 83.20 76.13 73.92
Encoder-driven reconstruction
Hi-End-MAE ViT-B/12(1536) 10.69 G 60.03 75.83 84.97 73.61 63.22 80.58 84.19 74.00 69.59 78.56 84.53 77.56 75.05

Table 7: Evaluation of dense-decoding components with different variants encoder. We report the one-shot DSC score (%) on six datasets. val (bold) / val (underline) :
top method / second method.

Encoder variants Dense Decoding Dataset Avgw/o stage3 stage2 stage1 FLOPS BTCV CT-ORG Sliver07 WORD AMOS FLARE’22

ViT-B/16(768)
- - - - - 24.27 49.08 80.87 30.89 10.06 26.30 36.91
✓ 3.51 G 62.04 69.75 78.02 69.06 38.05 62.35 63.21

✓ ✓ ✓ 2.38 G 63.21 70.84 80.30 66.32 38.55 60.83 63.34

ViT-B/16(1536)
- - - - - 27.52 46.43 76.16 31.07 7.47 23.41 35.34
✓ 6.41 G 61.94 69.37 83.92 67.23 38.52 59.30 63.38

✓ ✓ ✓ 4.39 G 62.15 70.66 89.71 69.05 37.70 63.27 65.42

ViT-B/12(1536)

- - - - - 28.05 52.11 80.62 34.79 11.04 27.94 39.09
✓ 16.44 G 66.78 71.38 88.76 71.68 39.62 63.33 66.92

✓ 14.52 G 64.98 69.12 88.29 71.33 40.78 62.28 66.13
✓ ✓ 12.61 G 69.07 71.28 86.46 72.72 42.39 64.41 67.72

✓ ✓ ✓ 10.69 G 69.59 71.09 91.88 73.52 46.21 63.22 69.25

Fig. 8: Qualitative visualization of one-shot segmentation results for AMOS (Ji et al., 2022) (row 1), BTCV (Landman et al., 2015) (row 2), FLARE’22 (Ma et al.,
2023) (row 3) and WORD (Luo et al., 2022) (row 4 and 5).

Local attention patterns. To intuitively demonstrate the specific
representations learned by Hi-End-MAE, we visualize the slice-
level (row 1) and volume-level (row 2) attention maps in Fig.1.
These maps are generated by calculating the attention scores
between a given query (highlighted in red boxes) and other
patches. In contrast to decoder-driven methods, such as MAE,
our encoder-driven Hi-End-MAE’s self-attention maps focus
more precisely on local patterns within specific organs, e.g.,
tubular attention in structures like the aorta, inferior vena cava,
and veins, as well as clustered attention in the liver, kidneys, and
spleen. Then, we visualize the different attention heads from
3th, 6th, 9th, and 12th ViT layers. As evidenced in Fig.5, our
Hi-End-MAE demonstrates markedly enhanced capability in
anatomical attention across multiple ViT layers, producing more
discriminative fine-grained feature essential for medical image
segmentation. Empirical evidence indicates that Hi-End-MAE

empowers individual ViT tokens to achieve rich aggregation of
local medical features, transfer into strong performance gains
for pixel-level medical downstream tasks.

4.5. Ablations

We first analyze the effects of decoder-driven and encoder-
driven reconstruction on AMOS (Ji et al., 2022), FLARE’22 (Ma
et al., 2023), and BTCV (Ma et al., 2023) datasets with 1%, 10%,
and 100% data proportions. Then, we conduct comprehensive
ablation studies, across six datasets for one-shot segmentation,
to evaluate dense decoder components, the mask ratios, and the
scaling capabilities of ViT by Hi-End-MAE pre-training.
Encoder-driven against Decoder-driven reconstruction. We
first explore the gains brought by our proposed encoder-driven
reconstruction, as shown in Table 6. Our proposed method
achieves better results, e.g., 1.13% average DSC improve-
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ment, and lower computational cost, e.g., 34.97% computational
cost reduced, than decoder-driven reconstruction across three
datasets. This demonstrates that the encoder-driven reconstruc-
tion could enhance representation quality (Table 6) and learn
localized anatomical representations (Fig. 6), benefiting various
downstream tasks and highlighting the promising potential.
Dense decoder components. We further evaluate the effect
of dense decoder number settings (B), e.g., by replacing self-
attention mechanism in original decoder with cross-attention
in Hi-End-MAE across various encoder variants. As shown
in Table 7, the results demonstrate that introducing the dense
decoder in pre-training improves performance while reducing
computational cost across all variants. Additionally, to assess the
contribution of each block in different stages, we incrementally
add dense decoder blocks from bottom to top in ViT-B/12(1536),
achieving progressive gains in both performance and compu-
tational efficiency. With B = 3, we achieve the highest per-
formance (e.g., 69.25% DSC) and the lowest computational
cost (e.g., 10.69 GFLOPS). This suggests that progressive gains
arise from the incremental addition of dense decoder blocks,
which gradually reduces the decoder’s workload and compels
the encoder to learn higher-quality, localized anatomical repre-
sentations.
Scaling-up ViT in medical images. We evaluate the scalabil-
ity of Hi-End-MAE with respect to both data size and model
size. As shown in Fig.fig:vs, with different data scales (e.g.,
1K, 3K, 5K, 10K), Hi-End-MAE learns better representations
than other medical SSL methods, achieving superior and scal-
able downstream performance. Specifically, performance in-
creases from 71.75% to 78.21% for 10% fine-tuning and from
63.32% to 69.25% for one-shot segmentation as the data scale
grows from 1K to 10K. Regarding model size, we compare ViT-
B/16(768), ViT-B/16(1536) and ViT-B/12(1536) with same-settings
for pre-training. The results, presented in Table 7, show that
Hi-End-MAE outperforms training from scratch (Table 7 row 1)
and pre-training with MAE (Table 7 row 2), demonstrating better
scalability, superior performance, and lower computational cost.
Mask ratio. We also conduct experiments with different mask
ratios including 75%, 80%, 85%, 90% and 95%. Results are
listed in Table 5. Our findings show that a 75% mask ratio yields
better performance than higher mask ratios.

5. Conclusion

The necessity of low-level and high-quality localized anatom-
ical representation learning prompts us to explore a novel archi-
tecture paradigm for fine-grained medical image pre-training. In
this paper, we present Hi-End-MAE, a simple yet effective medi-
cal SSL framework. Different from previous decoder-driven
reconstruction, Hi-End-MAE utilizes encoder-driven dense-
decoding to gain high-quality medical representation. Specifi-
cally, it contains two parts: (1) encoder-driven reconstruction
utilizing decoder tokens to query visible encoded representations
and (2) Hierarchical dense decoding performing densely bottom-
up hierarchical decoding to learn informative anatomical repre-
sentations. Extensive experiments demonstrate Hi-End-MAE
brings significant performance leaps in downstream tasks and

it reveals the encoder-driven reconstruction could learn strong
localized anatomical representation across different ViT layers.
We hope our encoder-driven paradigm could inspire more work
to maximize the potential of masked image modeling in medical
self-supervised learning tasks.
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Appendix

7. Datasets

Pre-training and downstream datasets. We utilize thirteen
datasets (a total of 9,995 CT scans) for pre-training, includ-
ing BTCV (Landman et al., 2015), Sliver07 (Heimann et al.,
2009), CT-ORG (Rister et al., 2020), FLARE’22 (Ma et al.,
2023), CHAOS (Kavur et al., 2021), NaH-Seg (Podobnik et al.,
2023), KiPA22 (He et al., 2021, 2020b; Shao et al., 2011,
2012), COVID-19 (Ma et al., 2021a), Pancreas-CT (Roth et al.,
2016), LiTS (Bilic et al., 2023), AbdomenCT-1k (Ma et al.,
2021b), LUNA16 (Setio et al., 2017), and AbdomenAtlasMini
1.0 (Li et al., 2024). Details of the fine-tuning datasets used
for downstream tasks are provided in Table S1. Specifically,
we fine-tune seven datasets, including BTCV (Landman et al.,
2015), Sliver07 (Heimann et al., 2009), CT-ORG (Rister et al.,
2020), FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023), WORD (Luo et al., 2022),
AMOS (Ji et al., 2022), and BraTS 2021 (Baid et al., 2021), for
one-shot and varying dataset proportions fine-tuning.

Table S1: Overview of downstream dataset.

Dataset Modality Train Vaildfull one-shot 1% 10% 100% (full)
BTCV CT 24 1 1 2 24 6
FLARE’22 CT 50 1 1 10 50 50
AMOS CT/MRI 240 1 2 25 240 120
WORD CT 100 1 - - - 20
Sliver07 CT 16 1 - - - 4
CT-ORG CT 112 1 - - - 28
BraTS 21 MRI 1000 1 - - - 251

BTCV dataset. The Multi-Atlas Labeling Beyond The Cranial
Vault (BTCV) dataset (Landman et al., 2015) consists of 30
abdominal CT scans annotated at the pixel level for 13 organs
by interpreters under the supervision of clinical radiologists at
Vanderbilt University Medical Center. Following the previous
works (Hatamizadeh et al., 2022; Tang et al., 2022; Wu et al.,
2024; Chen et al., 2023a), we utilize the same dataset split, e.g.,
with 24 scans for training and 6 scans for validation, for fair
comparison. Additionally, we conduct random training dataset
splits with one-shot, 1%, and 10% proportion (as shown in
Table S1).
AMOS dataset. The Multi-Modality Abdominal Multi-Organ
Segmentation Challenge (AMOS) dataset (Ji et al., 2022) com-
prises 360 CT and MRI scans annotated for 15 abdominal organs.
We adhere to the official split, using 240 samples for training
and 120 samples for validation. We conduct random training
dataset splits with different settings for one-shot, 1%, and 10%
proportion (as shown in Table S1).
FLARE’22 dataset. The FLARE’22 dataset, from the MICCAI
2022 Fast and Low-resource Semi-Supervised Abdominal Organ
Segmentation Challenge (Ma et al., 2023), includes 100 anno-
tated CT scans for the segmentation of 13 abdominal organs. We
use the official training set of 50 CT scans and validation set
of another 50 CT scans from different medical centers (Clark
et al., 2013). We conduct random training dataset splits with
different settings for one-shot, 1%, 10% proportion (as shown in
Table S1).
WORD dataset. The large-scale whole abdominal organ dataset
(WORD) dataset (Luo et al., 2022) contains 150 high-resolution
CT scans, with 16 pixel-level organ annotations. We used the

Table S2: Overview of pre-training and fine-tuning settings.

Pre-training pre-processing
Spacing 1.5 × 1.5 × 1.5 (mm)
Intensity [−175, 250]
Sub-volume size 96 × 96 × 96
Sub-crops 8
Augmentation Random Rotate, Flip, Scale, Shift

Pre-training settings
Pre-training steps 400K
Optimizer AdamW
Weight decay 0.05
Optimizer momentum β1, β2 = 0.9, 0.95
Optimizer LR 1e-4
Batch size 24 × 8 = 192
LR schedule warmup cosine
Warm-up steps 4K
Fine-tuning pre-processing
Spacing 1.5 × 1.5 × 1.5 (mm)
Intensity [−175, 250]
Sub-volume size 96 × 96 × 96
Sub-crops 4
Augmentation Random Rotate, Flip, Scale, Shift

Fine-tuning settings
Optimizer AdamW
Optimizer LR 1e-4
Weight decay 1e-5
Batch size 1 × 4 = 4
Swin batch size 1
Inference sliding window

official training set of 100 CT scans and 20 CT scans for valida-
tion (Luo et al., 2022). The WORD dataset is only utilized for
the one-shot downstream task (as shown in Table S1).
Sliver07 dataset. The Sliver07 dataset (Heimann et al., 2009),
from the Segmentation of Liver Competition held in MICCAI
2007, comprises 20 CT scans for liver segmentation. We adopt
an 80/20 train-validation split for the one-shot downstream task
(as shown in Table S1).
CT-ORG dataset. The CT volumes with multiple organ seg-
mentations (CT-ORG) dataset (Rister et al., 2020) consists of
150 CT scans for the 5 organ and bone annotations from several
clinical sites. We adopt an 80/20 train-validation split for the
one-shot downstream task (as shown in Table S1).
BraTS 21 dataset. The BraTS 21 dataset (Baid et al., 2021),
from the BraTS 2021 challenge of brain tumors by providing
1251 MRI scans with pixel-level annotations. Following the
previous works (Tang et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2024), we utilize
the same dataset split, e.g., with 1000 scans for training and
251 scans for validation, for fair comparison. In this paper, we
evaluate the ability of model generalization on the BraTs 21
dataset through one-shot fine-tuning.

8. Implementation Details

Pre-training and fine-tuning settings. The details of our pre-
training and fine-tuning settings are shown in Table S2. For
pre-training task, We sample the pre-training sub-volumes of
96 × 96 × 96 voxels by ratios of positive and negative as 3:1
in 8 sub-crops. Augmentation probabilities for random flip,
rotation, intensities scaling, and shifting are set to 0.5, 0.3, 0.1,
0.1, respectively. For downstream task, the sample ratios of
positive and negative are as 1:1 in 4 sub-crops. Augmentation
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Table S3: Hi-End-MAE variants.

Encoder
variants ViT-B/16(768) ViT-B/16(1536) ViT-B/12(1536)

-
[
SelfAttn, p. sz. 16,
dim 768, head 16

]
× 12

[
SelfAttn, p. sz. 16,
dim 1536, head 16

]
× 12

[
SelfAttn, p. sz. 12,
dim 1536, head 16

]
× 12

Decoder

-
[
SelfAttn, p. sz. 16,
dim 384, head 16

]
× 2

[
SelfAttn, p. sz. 16,
dim 528, head 16

]
× 2

[
SelfAttn, p. sz. 12,
dim 528, head 16

]
× 2

stage1
[
CrossAttn, p. sz. 16,

dim 384, head 16

]
× 1

[
CrossAttn, p. sz. 16,

dim 528, head 16

]
× 1

[
CrossAttn, p. sz. 12,

dim 528, head 16

]
× 1

stage2
[
CrossAttn, p. sz. 16,

dim 384, head 16

]
× 1

[
CrossAttn, p. sz. 16,

dim 528,head 16

]
× 1

[
CrossAttn, p. sz. 12,

dim 528, head 16

]
× 1

stage3
[
CrossAttn, p. sz. 16,

dim 384, head 16

]
× 1

[
CrossAttn, p. sz. 16,

dim 528, head 16,

]
× 1

[
CrossAttn, p. sz. 12,

dim 528, head 16

]
× 1

MAE

Hi-End-MAE

Arota

Arota

Veins

Veins

IVC

IVC Liver

Liver

Pan

Pan

Kid

Kid

Spl

Spl Sto

Sto

MAE

Hi-End-MAE

MAE

Hi-End-MAE

MAE

Hi-End-MAE

3th 6th 9th 12th 3th 6th 9th 12th

Fig. S1: Visualization of attention maps in the 3th, 6th, 9th, and 12th layers of ViT-B/12(1536) for query patches (red box) on different organs, pre-trained by MAE and
Hi-End-MAE. The attention maps are averaged across all attention heads. The abbreviations IVC, Pan, Kid, Spl, and Sto correspond to Inferior Vena Cava, Pancreas,
Kidney, Spleen, and Stomach, respectively.

probabilities for random flip, rotation, intensities scaling, and
shifting are set to 0.2, 0.2, 0.1, 0.1, respectively. The training
epochs for fine-tuning are set to 5000, 5000, 2000, 1000 for
one-shot, 1%, 10%, 100% proportion downstream segmentation

tasks, respectively.

Hi-End-MAE variants. The detailed Hi-End-MAE variants are
shown in Table S3. “SelfAttn” and “CrossAttn” denote the self
attention block and cross attention block, respectively. “p. sz.
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Lun Liv Kid Vein Aor Int Spl IVC Sto Duo Pan Pro/ute ADR Rec Gall Eso Avg

TransVW

MG

UniMiSS

PRLv2

GVSL

SUP

vox2vec

HySparK

VoCo

Hi-End-MAE

68.11 66.90 0.00 0.00 22.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.82

68.32 71.99 46.95 33.68 53.03 32.39 28.64 31.53 14.76 0.00 14.47 0.00 7.55 0.00 9.84 11.00 26.51

89.14 76.96 34.38 37.77 53.13 22.64 28.80 25.77 20.16 0.00 8.42 9.55 3.40 3.91 8.64 14.28 27.31

86.42 78.32 44.75 30.21 52.45 41.24 29.07 29.04 15.53 0.00 15.05 0.00 7.68 0.00 10.37 8.49 28.03

81.16 68.14 36.56 30.06 54.99 34.32 23.14 21.22 23.34 14.31 13.40 17.02 11.59 5.41 14.92 6.67 28.51

81.92 76.85 42.67 35.69 56.58 38.69 29.26 27.85 36.04 38.41 14.91 21.31 10.14 9.98 20.22 6.99 34.22

94.06 75.37 48.96 39.12 55.03 41.02 35.29 34.04 41.07 27.60 20.07 29.39 15.81 10.99 13.11 14.49 37.21

92.66 80.41 47.00 40.88 64.17 41.27 35.96 32.82 40.06 30.30 20.09 29.05 16.27 13.47 25.13 12.63 38.88

85.67 89.64 71.17 74.95 65.90 75.64 67.81 55.75 45.10 31.37 45.65 49.55 29.84 34.83 38.84 15.92 54.85

95.93 89.93 78.35 78.66 73.36 76.50 71.29 67.15 54.38 60.28 56.13 57.43 41.88 36.96 40.06 20.58 62.42
0

20
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Fig. S2: Comparative analysis one-shot segmentation results across 16 targets in terms of DSC (%) performance.

Lun Liv Kid Vein Aor Int Spl IVC Sto Duo Pan Pro/ute ADR Rec Gall Eso Avg

mask95

mask90

mask85

mask80

mask75

95.13 88.25 67.41 73.69 67.91 72.59 63.85 50.57 53.06 56.86 44.78 39.29 26.41 32.28 29.60 15.08 54.79

95.44 89.38 72.57 81.14 70.39 73.41 63.33 58.82 52.43 58.23 47.78 46.68 29.51 33.16 38.11 23.61 58.37

93.53 89.13 72.13 78.51 69.77 72.96 68.34 59.10 54.84 59.05 48.60 50.21 27.73 33.55 39.95 20.89 58.64

96.22 88.10 73.65 81.14 71.10 71.02 66.12 60.53 45.85 59.62 51.68 48.82 40.29 28.34 39.48 22.42 59.02

95.93 89.93 78.35 78.66 73.36 76.50 71.29 67.15 54.38 60.28 56.13 57.43 41.88 36.96 40.06 20.58 62.42 20

40

60

80

Fig. S3: Comparative analysis of different mask ratios results across 16 segmentation targets in terms of DSC (%) performance.

Lun Liv Kid Vein Aor Int Spl IVC Sto Duo Pan Pro/ute ADR Rec Gall Eso Avg

Hi-End-MAE-1K

Hi-End-MAE-3K

Hi-End-MAE-5K

Hi-End-MAE-10K

94.62 87.31 72.34 70.18 67.52 64.84 56.44 58.61 44.70 57.21 40.23 43.10 26.00 27.20 37.61 16.89 54.05

93.68 87.16 70.61 72.31 69.75 58.87 58.26 61.47 47.53 63.94 40.94 42.67 32.72 31.10 38.79 18.55 55.52

95.16 87.73 76.78 77.85 72.43 65.92 64.41 64.26 47.40 63.34 53.95 50.25 37.81 34.89 39.59 19.96 59.48

95.93 89.93 78.35 78.66 73.36 76.50 71.29 67.15 54.38 60.28 56.13 57.43 41.88 36.96 40.06 20.58 62.42
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Fig. S4: Comparative analysis of different data scale results across 16 segmentation targets in terms of DSC (%) performance.

12” indicates the patch size of 12 × 12 × 12.

9. Analysis

Local attention patterns. We visualize the slice-level multi-
head average attention map from different ViT layers. As shown
in Fig.S1, compared to MAE (decoder-driven reconstruction),
our Hi-End-MAE benefits from a more refined encoder-driven
dense decoding mechanism that learns localized anatomical rep-
resentations with stronger perceptual capabilities, which could
gain the ability to model complex relationships representation.

10. Experiments

Target-specific analysis for one-shot medical segmentation.
We present the average one-shot segmentation semantic results
across six datasets, e.g., BTCV (Landman et al., 2015), CT-
ORG (Rister et al., 2020), Sliver07 (Heimann et al., 2009),
WORD (Luo et al., 2022), AMOS (Ji et al., 2022), and

FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023). The overall results are illustrated in
Table S2. Hi-End-MAE delivers outstanding one-shot segmenta-
tion performance across segmentation targets of varying scales,
e.g., achieving a notable improvement in kidney with 7.18&,
Arota with 7.46%, Inferior Vena Cava with 11.4%, Stomach
with 9.28%, Duodenum with 21.87%, Pancreas with 10.48%,
Prostate/Uterus with 7.88%, and Adrenal Gland with 12.04%.
Comparison across various data proportions. We fine-tune
pre-trained models on BTCV (Landman et al., 2015), AMOS (Ji
et al., 2022) and FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023) using 1%, 10%,
and 100% proportion of the dataset. The DSC scores of differ-
ent segmentation targets are shown in Table S4, Table S5, and
Table S6, respectively. Our method demonstrates a significant
advantage in downstream tasks, particularly in scenarios with
limited annotation.
Target-specific analysis for mask ratios and data scales. We
present the average one-shot segmentation semantic results
across varying mask ratios and data scales on six datasets:
BTCV (Landman et al., 2015), CT-ORG (Rister et al., 2020),
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(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)
Fig. S5: Abdomen (row 1) and Lung (row 2) CT reconstruction results of Hi-End-MAE with different mask ratios: (a) mask 80% (b) mask 85% (c) mask 85% (d)
mask 90% and (e) mask 95%. For each double, we show the masked image (left), and our Hi-End-MAE reconstruction result (right).

BTCV FLARE’22 AMOS

GT

Ours

Scratch

Sliver07 CT-ORG WORD

Fig. S6: Qualitative visualization of one-shot segmentation results on BTCV (Landman et al., 2015), FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023), AMOS (Ji et al., 2022),
Sliver07 (Heimann et al., 2009), CT-ORG (Rister et al., 2020), and WORD (Luo et al., 2022). Left/Right: Slice/Volume segmentation results on the same dataset.

Sliver07 (Heimann et al., 2009), WORD (Luo et al., 2022),
AMOS (Ji et al., 2022), and FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023). The
specific segmentation target results on different mask ratios and
data scales are shown in Fig.S3 and Fig.S4, respectively.

11. Visualization

Reconstruction visualization. We visualize 3D reconstruction
results to check what Hi-End-MAE learns in pre-training with
different mask ratios. As shown in Fig.S5, our method can
almost reconstruct the different shapes of organs, bones, and
other details from the very small portion of unmasked patches.
More segmentation result visualization. Visualization results
on BTCV (Landman et al., 2015), CT-ORG (Rister et al., 2020),
Sliver07 (Heimann et al., 2009), WORD (Luo et al., 2022),
AMOS (Ji et al., 2022), and FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023) are
shown in Fig.S6. It can be observed that, compared to training
from scratch, the high-quality representations learned by Hi-
End-MAE provide significant benefits to downstream tasks.
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Table S4: Comparison of different methods with 1%, 10%, and 100% proportions on BTCV (Landman et al., 2015). We report the DSC (%) performance. val
(bold) / val (underline) : top method / second method. † denotes we utilize official pre-training weights. ‡ denotes the results are copied from (Wu et al., 2024). The
abbreviations Spl, RKid, LKid, Gall, Eso, Liv, Sto, Aor, IVC, Veins, Pan, RAG, and LAG correspond to Spleen, Right kidney, Left kidney, Gallbladder, Esophagus,
Liver, Stomach, Aorta, Inferior Vena Cava, Veins, Pancreas, Right Adrenal Gland, and Left Adrenal Gland, respectively.

Method BTCV (100%) AvgSpl RKid LKid Gall Eso Liv Sto Aor IVC Veins Pan RAG LAG
From scratch

UNETR†‡ 93.02 94.13 94.12 66.99 70.87 96.11 77.27 89.22 82.10 70.16 76.65 65.32 59.21 79.82
SwinUNETR†‡ 94.06 93.54 93.80 65.51 74.60 97.09 75.94 91.80 82.36 73.63 75.19 68.00 61.11 80.53

Medical SSL
MG†‡ 91.99 93.52 91.81 65.11 76.14 95.98 86.88 89.29 83.59 71.79 81.62 67.97 63.18 81.45
PRLv2†‡ 95.50 91.43 89.52 76.15 73.54 97.28 79.64 90.16 84.17 75.20 78.71 68.74 62.93 81.74
SUP†‡ 95.25 93.16 92.97 63.62 73.96 96.21 79.32 89.98 83.19 76.11 82.25 68.99 65.11 81.54
GVSL†‡ 95.27 91.22 92.25 72.69 73.56 96.44 82.40 88.90 84.22 70.84 76.42 67.48 63.25 81.87
VoCo†‡ 95.73 96.53 94.48 76.02 75.60 97.41 78.43 91.21 86.12 78.19 80.88 71.47 67.88 83.85
Hi-End-MAE 96.33 94.87 94.87 64.55 75.72 97.16 91.80 90.64 86.91 78.16 85.68 70.44 71.79 84.53

BTCV (10%)
From scratch

UNETR 60.25 76.85 64.96 30.47 41.77 86.73 22.01 63.15 48.58 39.90 22.28 0.00 0.00 42.85
SwinUNETR 81.59 80.86 79.78 36.48 37.55 88.96 25.41 57.90 57.99 49.20 12.05 43.98 15.49 51.33

General SSL
SparK 69.60 60.61 55.83 35.04 26.46 88.47 37.67 67.96 60.59 52.86 30.73 49.42 31.11 51.26
MAE 86.87 92.64 92.75 47.09 60.17 95.00 71.69 86.37 81.96 68.51 74.23 59.96 57.81 75.01

Medical SSL
MG† 59.10 62.29 52.00 24.28 0.00 82.92 36.49 69.95 62.16 45.13 0.143 0.00 0.00 38.04
TransVW† 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 81.23 28.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.42
UniMiSS† 48.47 74.86 72.64 25.82 30.56 88.62 28.38 59.93 56.67 53.93 39.00 33.15 0.00 47.08
SUP 64.41 76.44 70.29 30.90 33.36 86.85 24.78 64.86 57.66 54.66 16.47 37.82 27.14 49.67
PRLv2† 71.98 62.80 46.66 0.00 0.00 88.37 19.14 57.99 49.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.48
GVSL† 52.82 33.54 34.05 35.44 41.98 90.91 33.14 74.80 44.95 34.78 18.86 25.83 22.06 41.79
vox2vec† 65.02 71.73 68.90 22.30 33.50 90.44 36.57 73.32 62.13 44.02 39.28 43.07 22.70 51.77
HySparK† 58.79 61.56 57.58 45.76 29.77 89.95 43.40 68.37 60.33 52.28 19.50 48.15 34.55 51.54
VoCo† 91.73 92.83 93.18 65.13 67.60 95.58 78.76 86.81 78.18 66.58 71.05 64.53 59.98 77.85
Hi-End-MAE 92.31 93.47 93.46 63.56 66.14 96.03 79.97 88.74 83.66 69.98 71.84 62.40 59.64 78.56

BTCV (1%)
From scratch

UNETR 30.60 49.93 35.31 4.555 28.35 83.21 13.72 39.16 30.01 23.52 6.042 14.26 5.923 28.05
SwinUNETR 25.76 41.29 21.58 10.84 27.85 80.97 14.03 49.00 40.43 20.23 1.995 25.96 0.189 27.71

General SSL
SparK 41.65 41.08 40.09 9.036 25.79 81.29 15.17 52.37 38.45 19.47 3.298 19.64 11.62 30.69
MAE 71.68 87.19 87.68 21.58 55.09 88.96 53.41 80.81 73.27 58.41 49.00 47.39 32.02 62.04

Medical SSL
MG† 45.95 32.98 46.88 0.00 0.00 74.28 15.31 69.50 47.15 45.20 3.174 0.00 0.00 29.27
TransVW† 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 73.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.634
UniMiSS† 49.62 58.16 52.88 1.752 21.68 80.67 16.30 53.55 41.77 27.05 3.741 15.06 6.044 32.95
SUP† 20.14 45.41 37.65 8.281 29.73 81.66 13.50 51.83 35.21 20.28 0.098 26.72 3.141 28.74
PRLv2† 42.37 25.11 46.39 0.00 0.00 82.12 14.19 48.80 35.12 17.89 0.041 0.00 0.00 24.01
GVSL† 36.48 18.09 22.78 2.828 17.84 76.21 11.83 53.68 32.21 29.14 4.923 16.71 0.481 24.86
vox2vec† 52.08 30.36 37.30 10.92 43.86 86.65 14.72 66.05 47.59 27.99 5.075 32.91 3.176 35.29
HySparK† 36.77 38.86 48.45 17.83 41.83 79.53 17.91 63.49 39.71 34.71 1.399 25.31 19.66 35.81
VoCo† 83.61 89.17 90.66 20.56 60.38 91.80 61.94 83.04 70.03 50.98 14.01 56.76 50.32 63.33
Hi-End-MAE 85.55 87.22 89.00 24.43 67.78 93.48 72.22 84.03 74.28 64.02 61.83 53.28 47.51 69.59
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Table S5: Comparison of different methods with 1%, 10%, and 100% proportions on AMOS (Ji et al., 2022). We report the DSC (%) performance. val (bold) / val
(underline) : top method / second method. † denotes we utilize official pre-training weights. The abbreviations Spl, RKid, LKid, Gall, Eso, Liv, Sto, Aor, IVC, Pos,
Pan, RAG, LAG, Duo, Bla and Pro/Ute correspond to Spleen, Right kidney, Left kidney, Gallbladder, Esophagus, Liver, Stomach, Aorta, Postcava, Pancreas, Right
Adrenal Gland, Left Adrenal Gland, Duodenum, Bladder, and Prostate/Uterus, respectively.

Method AMOS (100%) AvgSpl RKid LKid Gall Eso Liv Sto Aor Pos Pan RAG LAG Duo Bla Pro/Ute
From scratch

UNETR 93.20 90.66 92.22 66.04 71.90 95.31 82.07 90.31 82.18 74.91 65.87 63.65 63.88 63.52 59.61 77.02
SwinUNETR 95.26 93.34 94.35 75.95 79.02 96.71 88.10 93.11 87.70 82.92 70.80 71.20 75.12 69.14 64.96 82.51
General SSL

SparK 95.64 93.71 95.23 78.50 80.98 97.01 91.30 93.71 88.92 84.65 71.65 73.59 77.92 72.70 65.58 84.07
MAE 95.94 93.83 95.24 75.57 80.02 97.16 90.43 93.53 88.28 84.33 72.19 71.65 76.97 72.55 66.54 83.61
Medical SSL

MG† 93.84 91.51 91.92 75.30 0.00 93.82 88.44 93.24 88.22 83.62 0.00 0.00 74.56 70.26 0.00 62.99
TransVW† 94.01 92.12 92.19 74.31 80.36 95.37 88.71 93.23 88.35 83.65 72.18 72.71 76.07 70.46 64.88 82.58
UniMiSS† 94.19 92.40 93.83 71.76 72.73 96.09 86.63 91.43 84.63 79.16 66.52 67.27 70.48 68.90 62.64 79.92
SUP† 95.07 93.40 94.36 75.79 79.22 96.69 88.12 93.05 87.48 82.28 71.25 70.78 74.63 69.13 65.48 82.45
PRLv2† 89.20 87.69 88.14 67.83 0.00 93.97 81.07 91.24 82.02 71.64 0.00 0.00 59.28 0.00 0.00 54.14
GVSL† 94.22 92.46 93.26 73.95 78.63 96.17 87.84 92.36 86.23 81.35 70.25 69.97 73.11 67.91 62.99 81.38
vox2vec† 88.34 89.79 87.54 66.51 69.39 93.62 77.95 90.45 81.41 70.69 63.82 60.58 60.71 64.97 55.85 74.78
HySparK† 96.08 94.43 67.44 95.92 79.59 83.78 97.42 92.22 94.33 90.26 86.29 74.86 76.27 80.43 74.27 85.58
VoCo† 95.57 94.07 95.07 78.42 81.77 96.89 90.66 93.93 89.25 85.37 73.49 74.43 78.52 72.13 66.90 84.44
Hi-End-MAE 96.15 94.09 68.43 95.86 77.18 82.55 97.38 92.17 94.09 89.47 85.74 73.27 74.51 79.18 74.52 84.98

AMOS (10%)
From scratch

UNETR 74.37 72.46 70.27 51.47 53.96 79.27 61.19 76.42 66.08 55.37 49.17 37.69 40.12 60.46 52.66 60.06
SwinUNETR 78.14 74.17 70.25 53.80 57.74 82.73 66.29 81.72 69.09 58.55 50.87 41.35 47.74 62.24 56.99 63.45
General SSL

SparK 86.05 86.31 84.81 59.63 63.71 89.94 75.60 88.59 76.68 67.63 60.43 53.77 60.26 63.60 58.14 71.68
MAE 82.38 86.69 59.09 83.29 60.30 66.69 90.42 77.64 88.43 77.65 72.11 61.61 60.23 60.80 66.79 72.94
Medical SSL

MG† 74.68 74.87 73.70 0.00 0.00 87.56 66.00 84.86 73.32 60.49 0.00 0.00 45.95 62.61 0.00 46.94
TransVW† 77.81 76.15 74.35 58.29 64.26 87.49 69.98 87.32 75.15 61.11 57.43 44.73 49.64 64.02 55.80 66.91
UniMiSS† 83.35 75.73 78.99 54.28 60.09 89.46 68.40 82.95 69.51 63.04 52.50 48.44 49.80 62.75 55.77 66.34
SUP† 77.34 78.32 73.15 53.70 60.62 82.99 65.53 83.08 70.97 60.16 53.72 46.89 49.74 62.27 55.73 64.95
PRLv2† 73.23 75.92 77.21 0.00 0.00 78.15 66.17 86.40 67.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 61.52 0.00 39.07
GVSL† 80.09 72.98 73.48 50.58 59.84 81.77 66.17 85.84 70.66 57.79 46.74 43.14 44.66 61.89 56.04 63.45
vox2vec† 75.61 73.14 73.80 52.68 58.05 78.53 67.46 83.21 66.13 57.35 45.79 38.10 47.64 62.37 54.61 62.30
HySparK† 75.71 80.04 74.62 55.63 57.68 82.39 68.85 82.49 72.80 56.21 42.61 45.64 51.13 62.69 56.23 64.32
VoCo† 89.35 81.64 61.57 85.30 62.39 67.95 90.60 76.09 87.83 80.07 72.44 59.47 60.38 60.64 64.27 73.34
Hi-End-MAE 89.07 90.52 63.16 90.20 62.72 67.54 93.26 78.30 87.19 79.59 76.62 62.00 64.11 65.48 67.71 75.84

AMOS (1%)
From scratch

UNETR 28.83 21.01 19.53 26.21 11.86 72.55 35.04 33.54 30.53 8.181 5.494 1.366 4.098 33.62 23.16 23.67
SwinUNETR 45.56 29.01 29.87 18.64 20.68 78.89 35.03 48.73 33.12 14.33 11.54 5.242 4.915 36.22 22.40 28.94
General SSL

SparK 53.92 49.97 48.45 16.12 36.78 71.06 49.10 70.68 42.42 17.81 10.17 11.12 13.77 28.16 22.60 36.14
MAE 67.62 72.90 48.99 75.55 34.95 44.29 86.68 65.72 75.79 63.37 43.95 28.19 44.66 26.48 40.94 54.67
Medical SSL

MG† 37.00 30.65 30.78 20.77 0.00 75.23 35.12 59.42 39.17 6.713 0.00 0.00 3.910 31.48 15.48 25.72
TransVW† 20.27 26.30 26.51 0.00 0.00 71.11 32.09 54.82 32.16 8.989 0.00 1.640 4.202 0.00 2.670 18.72
UniMiSS† 53.58 34.17 36.66 21.38 16.00 82.24 38.27 38.96 36.36 12.62 3.501 0.811 4.045 35.64 28.08 29.49
SUP† 49.97 28.37 28.83 15.26 18.08 72.88 29.65 38.37 31.34 12.95 11.52 0.00 5.635 16.74 24.29 25.60
PRLv2† 41.59 26.29 26.86 0.00 0.00 70.50 35.64 56.01 34.51 3.044 0.00 0.00 1.375 20.20 0.00 21.07
GVSL† 42.21 20.83 24.83 22.95 22.22 71.36 30.46 46.43 23.93 8.833 4.398 4.964 5.663 20.14 14.52 24.25
vox2vec† 38.43 43.18 20.69 20.53 33.47 72.13 36.21 66.26 42.14 18.09 8.152 10.32 14.75 37.32 29.73 32.76
HySparK† 43.62 43.39 41.82 23.36 26.58 71.66 46.87 67.59 40.93 18.61 7.166 15.85 13.45 31.78 24.76 34.50
VoCo† 72.57 78.74 31.43 79.82 43.08 46.58 85.35 72.39 80.57 63.95 48.63 21.42 43.27 24.44 44.81 55.81
Hi-End-MAE 71.98 74.43 50.71 80.59 45.36 49.97 85.08 70.52 77.40 64.84 54.52 42.48 41.22 41.94 54.15 60.35
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Table S6: Comparison of different methods with 1%, 10%, and 100% proportions on FLARE’22 (Ma et al., 2023). We report the DSC (%) performance. val (bold) /
val (underline) : top method / second method. † denotes we utilize official pre-training weights. The abbreviations Liv, RKid, LKid, Spl, Pan, Aor, IVC, RAG, LAG,
Gall, Eso, Sto, and Duo correspond to Liver, Right kidney, Left kidney, Spleen, Pancreas, Aorta, Inferior Vena Cava, Right Adrenal Gland, and Left Adrenal Gland,
Gallbladder, Esophagus, Stomach, and Duodenum, respectively.

Method FLARE’22 (100%) AvgLiv RKid LKid Spl Pan Aor IVC RAG LAG Gall Eso Sto Duo
From scratch

UNETR 93.48 78.17 76.43 86.14 63.80 83.44 74.17 64.88 52.07 55.77 69.04 72.44 50.73 70.81
SwinUNETR 94.74 81.59 79.54 87.68 69.38 90.30 80.18 67.99 61.63 57.25 70.99 78.16 60.45 75.38
General SSL

SparK 96.09 84.12 85.96 91.47 79.64 92.37 83.61 70.22 68.58 62.07 75.90 85.20 73.35 80.67
MAE 96.85 88.12 87.60 92.28 82.87 93.88 86.34 74.56 69.07 64.24 76.66 88.33 72.42 82.56
Medical SSL

MG† 93.60 71.01 71.53 80.15 71.59 86.49 78.47 0.00 0.00 56.39 0.00 74.24 61.76 57.33
TransVW† 94.20 73.84 72.08 82.39 76.07 88.91 79.30 70.18 65.60 59.71 77.46 80.57 64.69 75.78
UniMiSS† 95.56 75.33 73.44 90.29 72.25 89.90 79.14 68.67 64.98 58.99 66.19 79.33 57.16 74.71
SUP† 94.87 81.85 80.24 87.55 69.92 89.07 78.72 66.60 58.84 57.65 72.53 77.80 58.80 74.96
PRLv2† 83.67 68.04 62.64 74.11 71.04 84.84 74.04 0.00 0.00 51.34 0.00 78.54 57.44 54.29
GVSL† 93.95 73.98 73.36 85.23 71.89 90.55 74.48 67.73 59.81 55.63 69.62 79.44 56.74 73.27
vox2vec† 80.67 75.50 75.42 76.25 73.10 89.93 79.11 59.76 55.73 49.15 67.18 77.91 54.56 70.33
HySparK† 96.45 89.48 87.32 91.96 83.30 93.83 85.19 70.18 71.19 63.38 78.89 85.91 73.39 82.35
VoCo† 96.89 87.76 85.82 92.62 84.32 94.29 85.29 76.93 71.18 64.48 80.04 87.05 73.84 83.12
Hi-End-MAE 97.18 89.29 88.82 93.41 84.84 94.82 87.88 75.85 72.76 65.04 79.03 89.48 76.08 84.20

FLARE’22 (10%)
From scratch

UNETR 88.78 63.45 62.53 61.20 48.54 78.70 58.17 53.17 33.78 38.22 60.25 53.91 33.35 56.46
SwinUNETR 90.69 65.45 58.83 74.18 57.45 82.37 66.39 59.35 50.36 48.64 65.67 58.38 46.16 63.38
General SSL

SparK 94.07 74.01 74.38 84.75 73.61 89.80 76.68 60.29 57.00 51.34 68.88 72.17 55.54 71.74
MAE 95.20 76.51 78.72 86.12 79.22 92.96 82.20 67.23 62.15 60.19 73.32 79.07 68.17 77.01
Medical SSL

MG† 88.57 57.05 54.98 70.38 55.78 84.82 66.29 0.00 0.00 44.33 0.00 59.50 44.65 48.18
TransVW† 89.12 53.34 51.98 62.48 63.55 83.74 70.33 58.24 46.88 47.35 66.34 64.35 49.08 62.07
UniMiSS† 90.40 68.55 61.09 68.87 55.41 82.96 63.74 56.52 50.02 44.89 57.56 56.12 36.73 60.99
SUP† 89.69 63.82 55.83 63.15 55.51 81.64 66.68 55.83 40.97 48.45 64.63 56.79 41.44 60.35
PRLv2† 89.39 56.33 47.00 58.86 51.86 84.18 68.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.37 37.65 42.97
GVSL† 90.40 59.04 58.52 71.19 53.54 80.32 62.90 53.12 38.90 48.11 56.05 60.39 41.45 59.54
vox2vec† 90.60 65.40 56.22 65.36 61.83 81.13 69.34 54.50 41.50 49.75 64.28 60.11 45.84 61.99
HySparK† 94.59 75.05 74.70 87.15 73.25 90.84 77.03 69.03 59.52 53.80 74.05 69.31 58.41 73.60
VoCo† 96.37 80.70 81.24 89.06 80.28 93.28 82.45 72.89 67.15 59.73 77.75 80.02 63.89 78.84
Hi-End-MAE 96.53 84.60 82.82 92.67 82.40 93.85 85.25 69.57 65.17 61.90 76.39 83.74 72.64 80.58

FLARE’22 (1%)
From scratch

UNETR 79.55 33.05 21.85 45.32 14.27 46.34 27.78 4.215 0.00 20.79 24.23 20.49 3.979 26.30
SwinUNETR 80.45 45.22 37.37 45.01 21.44 63.45 45.46 13.36 7.671 31.44 27.47 31.90 16.26 35.89
General SSL

SparK 83.63 41.92 32.04 48.15 22.89 58.12 44.64 9.142 13.18 23.97 33.74 43.18 19.62 36.48
MAE 88.87 72.24 59.91 70.86 61.85 88.75 70.75 44.77 46.96 34.47 59.08 66.80 45.21 62.35
Medical SSL

MG† 72.64 33.54 34.72 39.79 16.10 61.64 38.19 0.00 0.00 20.60 0.00 29.48 8.115 27.30
TransVW† 62.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.807
UniMiSS† 72.90 35.59 24.13 22.31 19.10 40.34 21.63 0.00 5.034 24.43 15.66 33.80 9.015 24.92
SUP† 83.17 38.20 34.70 52.42 20.88 59.71 39.53 5.548 10.33 25.23 23.94 31.95 12.67 33.72
PRLv2† 80.31 33.82 20.32 46.03 18.92 65.71 43.38 0.00 0.00 20.29 0.00 25.18 6.190 27.71
GVSL† 75.57 26.34 26.64 41.81 14.15 47.10 24.30 2.690 0.00 22.09 18.12 28.99 14.45 26.33
vox2vec† 69.73 33.29 33.66 37.72 29.60 58.24 46.40 6.671 8.964 19.83 40.53 35.47 23.25 34.11
HySparK† 83.07 43.34 37.74 51.38 22.88 66.24 47.03 15.03 4.253 31.27 25.19 37.11 23.47 37.54
VoCo† 91.21 59.29 66.63 78.29 50.82 79.31 66.23 31.61 35.00 41.35 50.40 62.52 36.85 57.66
Hi-End-MAE 90.29 71.13 59.75 71.77 61.66 86.03 74.62 43.34 46.96 34.97 59.54 71.26 50.61 63.22
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